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psychologists to patch up the old 'combination theory' in the face
of overwhelming difficulties, and with nothing whatever to recom-
mend it save the 'hoary respectability of tradition' is surely a re-
markable exhibition of the vitality of custom. By way of rousing
Psychology from this slavishness, I am inclined to endorse the em-
phatic words of Professor James; namely, that we have in the tra-
ditional pain-pleasure theory "one of the most artificial and scholastic
of the untruths which disfigure our science:"1 A great Step is gained,
however, by Professor Strong rejecting one-half of this monstrosity.
So bisected, the other half is likely to die very decently.

HERBERT NICHOLS.

PROFESSOR WATSON ON REALITY AND TIME.

In a recent interesting article, Professor Watson aims to clear up
the relation of time to the absolute.2 He devotes most of his space
to preliminary considerations in psychology and to the examination
of Bradley's conception of reality and of McTaggart's recent expos-
ition of Hegel's doctrines of the absolute and of time. Professor
Watson's own view of the time-process in its relation to the absolute
is stated only as it is implicated in these criticisms—the positive
treatment being reserved for a later article. The conclusion which
he thus announces is in these words: "An Absolute which manifests
itself in the time-process, and yet is self-complete." This view,
however, must not be considered as the traditional ' reality-behind-
appearance-view' of the transcendentalists, as Professor Watson is
at pains to say: it is much nearer, as the present writer understands
it from the partial statements of Mr. Watson, to the later view of
Lotze contained in the Metaphysic (as contrasted with the Lotze of
the Dictaten). This may be made plainer by further quotations.
Professor Watson says: "If the Absolute is self-complete apart
from the time-process, it cannot be manifested in that process: if it
is manifested in the time-process, whether it is self-complete or not,
at least it cannot be self-complete apart from the time-process, but
the time-process is essential to its self-completeness." "We reject
as self-contradictory the conception of the Absolute as self-complete
apart from the time-process." Lotze's view, with all its ins and
outs, is well presented by Falckenberg in his recent articles: and the
pondering of his views, especially the distinction whereby he finds

1 PSY. REV., Sept. 1S94, p. 525, note.
1 The Absolute and the Time-process. Philos. Review, July, 1895,'pp. 353 S.
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succession necessary to an Absolute which is changing reality, while
duration can not be so considered, leads us to see that his problem
is very similar to that which Professor Watson is taking up, when he
goes on to say "we are immediately confronted by the difficulty that
a world that is in process does not seem to be self-complete." It
may not be fair to anticipate that Professor Watson's solution will
finally be similar to Caird's: and it is difficult to see how he can
finally get an Absolute which will be free from the charge of being
'static' But there are indications in this article that Professor
Watson, who has the just reputation of being one of the very ablest
of the ' Intellectual Idealists,' is going to work that kind of thinking
free from some of the weaknesses with which it has been beset in
the eyes of those who are unable to find in the dynamic categories
simply the 'telling-off' by us finites of a series of intellectual terms.
What I mean by indications are these: Professor Watson in this
article seems to recognize the need of some kind of an ontological
construction of evolution—although there are indications, too, that
he may fall back on the resource to be found in the subjectivism
of the category of evolution (pp. 367^. Farther, Professor Watson
shows a certain unexpected affiliation for Lotze, again, in essentially
agreeing that the question of metaphysics is ' what reality is: not
how it is made.' He says: " If it is asked why the Absolute reveals
itself gradually in the finite, I should answer that the question is
absurd: we can not go behind reality in order to explain why it is
what it is: we can only state what its nature, as known to us, in-
volves." Does not this seem to 'indicate' that there may be some
further agreement toward a dynamic view of reality, in spite of Pro-
fessor Watson's contention that reality must be self-complete in the
sense that it is intellectually constructible ? Then there is a third
' indication.' It is found in the good piece of psychology which Mr.
Watson gives us in this article in treating of conception and judg-
ment. This psychological digression is not new in its teachings: it
is a series of views made very clear by the newer logicians. I my-
self developed the same views in the first edition of my Senses and
Intellect in 1889. But the use which Professor Watson makes of the
'organization view,' as I may call it, of conception and judgment, is
what I find interesting. I shall speak of his point against Bradley
further along: here it is enough to point out that Mr. Watson finds
reality a function of progressive mental organization—thus denying
the very possibility of a construction of reality apart from this
organization itself.
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How then can the inference be avoided that the absolute arises
as real by mental construction also ? But we have no intellectual
organization of which the untemporal, the logically self-complete,
the undynamic, is a function. Professor Watson, it is true, avoids
this issue, and contents himself with the old antithesis of the intel-
lectualists—"The consciousness of the finite presupposes the con-
sciousness of the infinite" (p. 368), and "we are compelled to regard
all finite or dependent being as presupposing a self-determining prin-
ciple " (p. 368). Why are we? I for one, am not. To be sure, if
we make a logical antithesis with a supposititious finite, defined as de-
pendent, at one pole, we must go on to put a supposititious infinite
at the other pole: but it is going back to scholastic logic to say that
either must then have reality, or gets it by this dialectic of terms.
As a matter of fact, when I ask my consciousness for the men-
tal organization which issues in the conception ' infinite', it is not
there—and in my private view, neither is it there for the logical term
finite; but that is by the way. If this be true, that there is no men-
tal construction of any such object as the infinite or the absolute,
how, on Mr. Watson's true psychology, can there be a function of it
called its reality ? Or is this the exception in the doctrine of reality
which proves the rule ?

In his preliminary determination of the Absolute, in the course
of which the examination of Bradley occurs, Professor Watson makes
good use of the 'organization view' of reality, as I have termed it
for brevity sake. The aim of his criticism is to show 'that reality
in its completeness must be a thinkable reality.' "If it is meant
that there is in reality something which cannot be made the object
of thought, because it is unthinkable, I do not see what kind of
reality this can be" (or by an impertinent paraphrase, I can not
think it!)

The argument is forcible, and but for certain criticisms of limi-
tation, in my opinion valid. It runs thus: If reality is, as a true
psychology teaches, nothing apart from the mental construction or
content itself which is said to be real, then there can be no room
for Bradley's contention that the knowing or judging process always
vitiates reality, inasmuch as it issues in a series of partial predic-
ations, none of which adequately expresses reality, and which are in
the main contradictory among themselves. This is, it will be re-
membered, the road which Bradley takes to show that all knowledge
is appearance or pure Schtin, Now, says Watson, such a reality
apart from the organized content of knowledge is quite supposititious:
the very meaning of reality is psychologically just thismentalorgan-
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ization, at the different stages of it secured by progressive concep-
tion and judgment. So Bradley's distinction between that which
would be real if we could get hold of it, and that which is not real
because we have got hold of it, is throughout a false distinction.
This criticism is valid, I think, as against Bradley's impeachment of
judgment; but not valid as used by Professor Watson in his further
positive contention that if this be so then reality must be capable of
being thought, in whatever instance it be considered, and so in the
instance of the absolute. True as far as it goes, this view of reality
is yet inadequate psychologically, and proves in the sequel not only
to leave other views open, but to allow a return to the essence of
Bradley's contention. This I may take a little space to show.

A reading of the recent new-school Logics,—Sigwart, Bosanquet,
Bradley, and above all the disciples of Brentano,—shows us that
there is a partial agreement in regard to the predicate ' existence.'
This agreement may be brought out in the light of the foregoing by
saying that Professor Watson converts a proposition which is (i),
not universally true and is (2), inconvertible. He says, in effect, all
mental constructions give us at once and ipso facto what we mean by
reality, hence all reality must be found in such possible mental con-
structions.

Taking the first member of the sentence first—it is not true as a
universal. The Logics say differently ; and this is just the value of
the partial agreement they are effecting, as against the older inter-
minable disputes as to whether existence added anything, when
thought in connection with an object, to the mere thought of the
object. The Logics say in answer to this question: No; the thought
of existence adds nothing to the object as merely thought. And this
is the valuable contention which Professor Watson enforces against
Bradley. But the Logics then go on to say more: The thought of
existence is a different psychological mode, nevertheless, and finds
itself quite a different psychosis. The thought of a thing as existing
has the mode, or is the psychosis, which we call belief. And whatever
it is that constitutes this 'mode' different from that of the mere
thought-content itself, it is a real difference which psychology
must recognize. It is not all thought-constructions which carry the
reality predicate. It is only some of them. Sigwart would say only
those which are (necessarily) judged by us: Bosanquet seems to wish
to say only those which carry some kind of necessity other than the
necessity with which sensations break in upon us. But whatever the
lines of distinction be, they must be lines drawn by something else
than thought; since the content remains the same—to be believed
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to be real or not—and existence is not a thought-predicate. The
distinctions are really, in my opinion, distinctions of attitude, motived
largely by differences of feeling.

Furthermore—to take up the second point—even if it were true
that all mental constructions carried reality with them, yet such a
proposition could not be converted. There is yet a simpler form of
consciousness, a mode of dealing with content, which does not in-
volve existence as a predicate, but which nevertheless suffices for
our prevailing activities in the presence of realities. 'Reality-feel-
ing,' as I have called it, precedes belief; and belief—the assertion of
the reality predicate—gives a return of the 'reality-feeling' again
after a transition period of doubt, hesitation, suspension of
judgment. Without taking space for going into points made earlier i
—for the added reason, also, that they may be individual to myself
—I may be content to put the fact in evidence that it is only a
part of the realities which we get that are thought-constructions:
most of them are after all felt. For example, does not ethical appre-
ciation always run ahead of scientific description ?

If these points be true, how can we say that the ultimate must,
in virtue of psychological deliverances, be capable of being exhausted
in terms of thought?

It would seem to be a competent statement, if we should modify
the sentence, 'reality in its completeness must be a thinkable re-
ality,' of Professor Watson; and say: reality in its completeness can
not be merely a thinkable reality; even though it be capable of being
thought, it must have in it the quality of moving the possible thinker
in the ways we call belief, ethical appreciation, &c.; and farther, it
may be so simple a thing, to the consciousness in which we are sup-
posing the appeal to do the thinking about it to be made, that it can
not be thought at all, but rests in its own limpid immediacy.. This
would seem to be the conclusion from the appeal to psychology, if
Professor Watson insists on making it: and such a simple 'given'
would seem in a measure to justify Mr. Bradley's insight in calling it
' that ' as opposed to the 'what.' J. MARK BALDWIN.

PRINCETON.

1 See my feeling and Will, Chap. VII., and the article Feeling, Belief and
Judgment, in Mind, July, 1892.


